The opinion in support of the decision being entered today 
is not binding precedent of the Board. 
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PAK, Administrative Patent Judge. 

DECISION ON APPEAL 
This is a decision on an appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 from the 
Examiner's final rejection of claims 2, 4 through 9, 21, and 22, all of the 
claims pending in the above-identified application. We have jurisdiction 
pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 6. 
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STA TEMENT OF THE CASE 



The subject matter on appeal is directed to a metal backed printing 
blanket useful for reducing corrosion and abrasion of, inter alia, printing 
blanket cylinders (Specification 1). Further details of the appealed subject 
matter are recited in representative claims 21 and 22 reproduced below: 

21. A protective polymeric film for use on the surface of a 
metal base ply of a printing blanket which contacts a printing 
blanket cylinder, wherein said polymer is in the form of a 
multi-layer laminate comprising two or more polymer layers 
including at least one corrosion-inhibiting, non-permeable 
polymeric film layer therebetween, said corrosion-inhibiting 
polymeric film layer containing corrosion inhibiting additives. 

22. A printing blanket for reducing corrosion and abrasion of 
printing blankets and blanket cylinders comprising at least one 
base ply comprised of metal having first and second major 
surfaces, a printable surface layer on said first surface of said 
base ply, and a protective polymer in the form of a film or sheet 
which is adhered to the second surface of said base ply with an 
adhesive for reducing corrosion of said base ply, said polymer 
having a thickness of at least 0.0013 cm. 

As evidence of unpatentability of the claimed subject matter, the 
Examiner has relied upon the following references: 



The Examiner has rejected claims 2, 4 through 9, 21, and 22 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over the combined disclosures of Bresson, 
Linska, and Pinkston. 



Linska 

Pinkston 

Bresson 



US 4,766,811 
WO 93/01003 
US 5,352,507 



Aug. 30, 1988 
Jan. 21, 1993 
Oct. 4, 1994 
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The Appellants appeal from the Examiner's decision rejecting the 
claims on appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

PRINCIPLES OF LAW. FACTS. ISSUES and ANALYSES 
Under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the factual inquiry into obviousness requires a 
determination of: (1) the scope and content of the prior art; (2) the 
differences between the claimed subject matter and the prior art; (3) the level 
of ordinary skill in the art; and (4) secondary considerations (e.g., 
unexpected results). Graham v. John Deere Co. of Kansas City, 383 U.S. 1, 
17-18, 148 USPQ 459, 467 (1966). "[AJnalysis [of whether the subject 
matter of a claim would be obvious] need not seek out precise teachings 
directed to the specific subject matter of the challenged claim, for a court 
can take account of the inferences and creative steps that a person of 
ordinary skill in the art would employ." KSRInt'l Co. v. Tele/lex, Inc., 127 
S. Ct. 1727, 1740-41, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007) quotingln reKahn, 
441 F.3d 977, 988, 78 USPQ2d 1329, 1336-37 (Fed. Cir. 2006). The 
analysis supporting obviousness, however, should be made explicit and, 
where the combination is more than a simple substitution or mere 
application of a known technique to something ready for the improvement, 
the analysis should "identify a reason that would have prompted a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the elements" in the manner claimed. 
KSR, 127 S. Ct. at 1741, 82 USPQ2d at 1396. 

Here, we find that Bresson teaches a printing blanket comprising, 
inter alia, a metal carrier 10 corresponding to the claimed "at least one base 
ply comprised of metal having first and second major surfaces" and a 
printing layer 6 located on the top surface of the metal carrier corresponding 
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to the claimed printable surface layer on the first surface of the claimed base 

ply (Compare the Appellants' claim 22 with Bresson's Figures 3 and 6, 

together with Bresson's col. 5, 11. 53-61 and col. 7, 1. 60 to col. 8, 1. 64). We 

find that Bresson teaches attaching a cylinder 1 to the bottom surface of the 

metal carrier via an adhesive 3 (Figures 3, together with col. 5, 11. 53-61). 

As correctly argued by the Appellants (Br. 4-9 and Reply Br 2-3), Bresson 

does not teach attaching a protective polymer film to the bottom surface 

(claimed second surface) of the metal carrier via an adhesive layer. 

Presumably to remedy this deficiency, the Examiner has referred to 

the disclosures of Linska and Pinkston (Answer 4-6). Linska teaches that its 

cover plate corresponding to Bresson's metal carrier can be attached to a 

cylinder via an adhesive (Answer 4, together with Linska, Abstract). Linska 

does not teach attaching a protective polymer film below its cover plate via 

an adhesive. See Linska in its entirety. Moreover, according to the 

Examiner (Answer 5): 

Pinkston (like Linska) teaches an ahemative for 
the nickel and chrome plating traditionally provided on printing 
cylinders in order to provide said cylinder with corrosion 
protection (top of page 2). Pinkston teaches corrosion resistance 
can lent to the cylinder by providing a sacrificial metal layer 
over the cylinder (page 4, lines 18+). The sacrificial metal may 
comprise a metal foil or utilizing metal particles in a polymeric 
binder (page 5, lines 20+). 

As is apparent fi-om Pinkston 's teaching supra, its polymer film containing 
metal particles can replace Bresson's metal carrier. However, we cannot 
ascertain firom the above finding any adequate basis or reason that would 
have prompted one of ordinary skill in the art to place a protective polymeric 
film on the bottom surface of Bresson's metal carrier via an adhesive layer. 
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Accordingly, we are constrained to agree with the Appellants that the 
Examiner has not carried the burden of establishing a prima facie case of 
obviousness regarding the subject matter of claims 2, 4 through 9, and 22 
within the meaning of 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

As to claim 21, it appears that the Examiner has relied on Bresson's 
multi-layer laminate located between its metal carrier and printing layer 
(Answer 3-4). However, we cannot ascertain any sufficient reason identified 
by the Examiner that would have prompted one of ordinary skill in the art to 
place corrosion inhibiting additives to at least one non-permeable polymeric 
film layer located between two or more polymeric layers of Bresson's multi- 
layer laminate. According to Bresson, its multi-layer polymeric films are 
used as compressible and reinforced elastomer layers (col. 8, 11. 25-52). 

Accordingly, we are again constrained to agree with the Appellants 
that the Examiner has not carried the burden of establishing a prima facie 
case of obviousness regarding the subject matter of claim 21 within the 
meaning of 35 U.S.C. § 103. 
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ORDER 

In view of the forgoing, the decision of the Examiner is 

reversed. 



REVERSED 



tf/ls 

DINSMORE & SHOHL LLP 

ONE DAYTON CENTRE, ONE SOUTH MAIN STREET 
SUITE 1300 

DAYTON, OH 45402-2023 
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